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Remarks 

Claims 1-38 arc pending in the application. 

Claims 8 and 18 were objected to because of various inlbrmalities. 
Claims 1, 6, IS, 18, 24. 25, 29, 34, and 37 are rejecicd under 35 U.S.C 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing lo particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1-10, 15, 24, 25, 33, 37, and 38 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. H)3 as being 
made obvious by United States Patent No. 6,483,866 issued to Suzuki on November 19, 
2002 in view of United States Patent No. 6,907,270 issued to Blanz on .lunc 14. 2005. 

Claims 11-14, 16-23, 26- 32, ai\d 34-36 are apparently rcjccled under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki and Blanz in further combination with one or 
more various additional references. 

Each of the various rejections and objections are overcome by amendments that 
are made to the specification, drawing, and/or claims, as well as, or in the alternative, by 
various arguments that are presented. 

Any amendments to any claim for reasons other than as expressly recited herein as 
being for the purpose of distinguishing .such claim from known prior art are not being 
made with an intent to change in any way the literal scope of such claijns or (he range of 
equivalents for such claims. They arc being made simply to present language that is 
better in conformance with the form requirements of litle 35 of the United States Code or 
is simply dearer and easier to understand than the originally presented language. Any 
amendments to any claim expressly made in order to distinguish .such claim from known 
prior art arc being made only with an intent to change the literal .scope of such claim in 
the most minimal way, i.e., lo ju.st avoid the prior art in a way that leaves the claim novel 
and not obvious in view of the cited prior art, and no equivalent of any subject matter 
remaining in the claim is intended to be surrendered. 

Also, since a dependent claim inherently incKides the recitations of die claim or 
chain of claims Irom which it depends, it is submitted thirt the scope and content of any 
dependent claims that have been herein rewritten in independent form is exactly the same 
as the scope and content of those claims prior lo having been rewritten in independent 
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form. That is, although by convention such rcwriuen claims arc labeled herein as having 
been "amended," it is submitted that only the format, and not the content. these claims? 
has been changed. This is true whether a dependent claim has been rewritten to expressly 
mcludc the limitations of those claims on which it ibtmerly depended or whether an 
independent claim has been rewriting to include the limitations oi' claims that previously 
depended from it. Thus, by such rewriting no equivalent of any subject matter of the 
original dependent claim is intended io be surrendered. If the Rxamincr is of a different 
view, he is respectfully requested to so indicate. 

Objection to Claims 

Claims 8 and 18 were objected to because of various informalities. The 
irrformalities have been corrected. 

Re j ection Under ^5 U.S.C. 1 12. Second Pai-iiiraph 

Claims 1, 6, 15, 18, 24, 25. 29, 34, and 37 are rcjecied under 35 IJ.S.C. 112, 

second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particulajly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject natter which applicant regards as the inveJition. This ground of 
rejection is avoided in that applicants have eliminated the use of the word "it" from these 
claims as required by the Office Action. 

Rpj arfiim Under 35 U.S.C. 103 
Claims I-IO, 15, 24, 25, 33, 37, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as bemg 

made obvious by United States Patent No. 6,483,866 issued to Su/.L.ki i)n November 19, 
2002 in view of United States Patent No. 6,907,270 issued to Rlanz on June 14, 2005. 
Regarding Suzuki, the Office Action states that elements RGl and FRl arc a source of an 
orthogonal sequence which is repeatedly supplied as an oulput, as recited by applicants- 
claims, the orthogonal sequence having been developed as a function of first and second 
existing orthogonal sequences. The OlTice Action then recogni/.cs that Su/uki fails to 
cpliciUy disclose a perfectly white spectrum should the orihogc^nal sequence be repeated 
infinite number of times. However, continues the Office Action, filanz leaches a 
vrhite spectrum upon repeating the orthogonal sequences. Thus, concludes the Office 
Action, that one of ordinary skill in the art would modify Suzki's system by including 

C\PATtNTS\Bcck-(lupp 3-)6\Beck 3-16 am b.<k>c ' 4 

PA(£ 17/20 < RCVD AT 11/2/2005 1:28:20 PM [Eastern Standard Time]* SVR:USPTO-EFXRF'6/32 ' [»ilS:2738300' CSID:7329490102 ' DURATION (inm-s$):0»l8 



exi 
an 



ll/'02/05 



14:20 



HOLMDEL IP LAW -> USPTO 



NO. 153 



Serial No. 08/787,651 

Orthogonal sequences that would produce a white spectrum in order Lo retrieve the desired 

signal at the receiving end. 

This ground of rejection is rcspcctfally traversed lor the following reasons. 
It appears that tlie Office Action simply repeats its prior Tcjcctitjn under 35 U.S.C. 
102. but then adds Glans for the purpose of teaching a white speclnmi, to thereby create 
this rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103. In oLhcr words, the Oflice Action agreed with 
applicants' previously presented argument that there is no indication that any sequence 
that is produced in Suzuki as the combination of two existing orthogonal sequences has a 
perfectly white spectrum should such a sequence be repeated an inllnite number of times. 
Thus, Suzuki fails to teach a source of an orthogonal sequence which is repeatedly 
supplied, the orthogonal sequence having been developed as a function ol" first and 
second existing orthogonal sequences and being sucli that would it iiave a perfectly white 
spectrum were it to be repealed an inlinile number of tinics, us required by applicants- 
independent claims 1, 6, 15, 18, 24, 25, 34, and 37. 

Applicants note that Blanz does not correct this deficiency. Notwithstanding the 
Office Action statement to the contrary, Blunz does not teach a wliilc spectrum upon 
repeating an orthogonal sequence. The only mention of "white" in Blanx. is in connection 
wltli no«e, in particular, with the characterization of the noise vector of the channel being 
estimated. Note that ihc noise exists in the channel as a charactcrisiic thereof. It is not a 
signal that is "supplied" as required by applicants' claims. In olher words. Hlanz docs 
noi teach or suggest a while spectrum in connection with a repeating orthogonal sequence 
stpnal . 

Furthermore, even with impermissible hindsight from applicants' invention, there 
is no motivation to combine Suzuki and Blan/. especially not in the manner suggested by 
the Omce Action. This is bccau.se there is no advantage to combine the references as 
neither Suzuki nor Olanz teaches orthoBonal signals that have a white spectrum when 
repeated infinitely. Furthermore, Suzuki is about generating and recc.ving signals. 
However, the part of Blanz cited by the Office Action relates to characterizing the 
cham^cl, and in particular to the noise in the channel, and not lu generating or receiving 
signals. In particular, the white characteristic of the noise, -should tlierc be one. 
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mentioned in Blanz is due to the nalvrc of the environment in which the channels are 
formed. It is not based on the types of signals generated or received. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would not lean from a noise estimation in Blanz how to raoJify signals 
generated in Suzuki, 

Additionally, applicants' claims 10, 29, and 33 each requires that there is no 
channel filterinfi performed between the demodulator and Uie I'lR llltcr implementing a 
least squares algorithm. Such fiUering is implicitly required, even if not shown in a 
transmitter, when sequences that do not have a perfectly white spectrum should they be 
repeated an infinite number of times are employed. Furthermore, in Su/.uki there is no 
teaching of an FIR filter implementing a least squares algorithm. 'Hius, the combination 
of Suzuki and Blanz does not teach or suggest all of the elements of applicants- 
independent claims 10, 29, and 33. 

Thus, aU of applicants' independent claims are allowable over Suy.uki and Blanz 
under 35 U.S.C. 103. Since all of the dependent claims that depend from the allowable 
independent claims Include all the limitations of the respective independent claim from 
• which they ultimately depend, each such dependent claim is also allowable over the 
combination of Suzuki and Blanz under 35 U.S.C. 103. 

Claims 11-14, 16-23. 26-32. and 34-36 arc apparently rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki and Blanz in combination with one or more 
various additional references. Applicants say "apparently" in that these are all dependent 
claims, and so all of the limitadons from the independent claim must he met as well as 
the additional limitations added by the dependent claim. Since all the rejections of the 
indepnendet claims rely on tlie combination of Suzuki and Blanr, applicam assumes thai 
the Office Action intended to include Blan/. in the combinations on which the rejection i.s 
based. If not, each of the rejections are merely copied over from the prior Office Action, 
and were already traversed by applicant in their prior amendment. 

Assuming applicants are correct, they note that each of the grounds of rejection of 
these dependent claims is predicated on tlie validity of the rejections of the independent 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103 given Suzuki in combination with BIanz„ Since those 
rejections have been traversed, as described hereinabove, and there is no argument put 
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forth by the Office Action that any of ihc tvdditionid references supplies that which is 
missing from the combination oC Suzuki and Ulaiiz. to render the independent claims 
obvious, these grounds of rejection cannot be maintiiincd. 

Therefore, applicants' claims are allowable under 35 U.S.C 1 03. 

Conclusion 

It is respectfully submitted that die Office Action's rejecUons have been overcome 
and that this application is now in condition for allowance, iieconsideralion and 
allowance are, therefore, respectfully solicited. 

If, however, the Examiner still believes that there are unresolved issues, he is 
invited to call applicant's attorney so that arrangements may be made to discuss and 

resolve any such issues. 

In the event that an extension of time is required for this amendment to be 
considered timely, and a petition therefor docs not othcrwi.<«i accompany this amendment, 
any necessary extension of time is hereby petitioned for, .nd the Commissioner is 
authorized to charge the appropriate cost of such petition to the Lucent Technologies 
Depasit Account No. 12-2325. 

Respccilally, 

E. Beck 
M. Rupp 
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